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Abstract 



The sources ^ person prefers to use for informs on are probably predict- 
able on the basis of personal attributes and environmental factors. To 
suggest the simplest examples: an illiterate person will not prefer print 

sources; a resident of a tclcvisionless community will not prefer television 
("prefer" in this usage docs not mean "would use if he could" but rather 
"regularly favors in making use of") . 

In this study, data were collected on "major" and "most helpful" sources 

* 

used by high school students (incoming Syracuse University freshmen at the 
time of data collection) as they gathered information about Syracuse and 
other colleges. Sources were both interpersonal (family, friends, high school 
personnel, college representatives) and impersonal (college catalogs, guides, 
and the mass media) . Personal and environmental data were collected to form 
a set of potential predictors. 

The strategy of analysis reversed the usual procedure for reducing survey 
data. Instead of proceeding from univariate to bivariate to higher-order 
tabulations, an overview of relationships was first obtained by means of 
factor analysis and multiple regression analysis, thus guiding selected 
tabulations . 

Four variables emerged as predictors of in format ion- source response: 
physical distance from the information object (operationally, the respondent’s 
state of residence in relation to Syracuse University), psychological distance 
(operationally, whether any member of the immediate family had attended 
Syracuse) , the number of friends and adult acquaintances who attend(cd) 
Syracuse, and sex. These variables chiefly predicted whether interpersonal 
or impersonal sources would be dominant; intermedia preferences were ambiguous 
because of the rarity with which media sources were cited. The study affirms 
the importance of interpersonal sources and suggests factors on which their 
use is partly contingent. 



Information Source Preference 



As a Function of Physical and Psychological Distance 
From the Information Object'*’ 



Introduction 

Information source preference is one of several behaviors and 
attitudes associated with information seeking* It has been studied 
extensively in populations of scientists, because of policy-makers* 
interest in improving the flow of scientific information (cf. Paisley, 
1965), and to a lesser extent in the general population. The survey 
Research Center {1953) obtained general-population preferences among 
media sources of science news. Schramm (1962) reports sources to which 
respondents would turn for information on cancer, chilci-rearing, and 
mental health. There is a large, peripherally relevant literature on 
media preferences in which the intended use of the medium is left 
unspecified. In these studies it is not clear when the medium is preferred 
as a source of information and when it is preferred as entertainment, 
company, or *‘ something to do”. 

Other studies, concerned with the relative credibility of sources 
of news, imply source preferences if we assume that the more believable 
source will be preferred -- not necessarily the case if the sources 
differ greatly in use costs or if other use rewards outweigh credibility. 

1 Tliis is an occasional paper of the CODE project, an investigation of 
communication-decision processes conducted by iJilliam P. Ehling of Syracuse 
University and Harold D. Holder of Baylor University. The author was 
affiliated with the project in 1961 and 1962. This paper reports a recent 
analysis of 1962 data. 






Credibility studies (e.g. ..estley and Severin, 1964; Carter and Greenberg, 
1965) have thus far emphasised intramedia comparisons and news topics. 



It will be useful to repeat such research with less timebound topics and 
with "books'- and "other people" among the suggested sources. 

In still other studies, information source prezerences, although not 
measured directly, may be inferred from sources actually used by 
respondents. Greenberg (1964) examined the balance between interpersonal 
and media sources in the diffusion of 13 news items and found that 
interpersonal sources were dominant when general awareness of the event 
was very high. Media sources were most cited in the middle ranges of 
awareness, and interpersonal sources became important again, if not 
dominant, at the lowest level of general awareness. Greenberg's 
introduction of the awareness continuum helped to reconcile findings 
from earlier studies such as Larsen and Hill (1954) , Danielson (1956) , 



and Deutschmann and Danielson (1960) . 

Studies of the diffusion of news provide weak data on information 
source preference , because we cannot distinguish between active seeking 
and passive receiving. It is clear from Greenberg's study of the diffusion 
of news about the Kennedy assassination (1964) that many respondents did 
not endeavor at first to learn of the event ; the news so saturated every 

channel that they could not escape it. 

In the present study, college freshmen report several aspects of 

their in formation- seeking behavior when, as high school students , they 
gathered facts about colleges* In most instances, this was a behavior or 
long duration (almost 60 per cent of the sample began thinking about 
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college before high school), and responses concerning major sou_ccs, m 
helpful single source, recall of information in the media, etc., may be 

assumed to represent a distillation of many experiences. 

In some respects these students have more in common with scientists 
collecting information to advance their research than with members of the 
general population who are merely exposed to a news story. Information 
about colleges is open-ended; facts gleaned from various sources may be 
tested against other facts, and a source may come to be valued more or 
valued less for the long-term quality of its facts and for long-term 

costs of using it. 



Distance from the Information Object 

These data are somewhat unique in that the physical , distance separat- 
ing the information seeker from the information object may be specified. 
Distance cannot so be specified in most occupational information seeking, 
public-affairs information seeking, leisure-activity information seeking, 
etc. In this study the information object was Syracuse University, and 
distance from Syracuse to the respondent's state of residence can oe 
computed (even if the physical distance scale is finally trichotom_zed 
into Hew York State, border states, and states beyond tne border states, 

or distant states) . 

It is also possible in these data to specify a measure of pa g d hologlcal 
distance. Conceptually this variable is linked to Carter's "salience 
(1965) ; both refer to the capacity of the object to loom large in a 
person's life-space as a function of previous encounters (direct or 
mediated) . The significance of psychological distance in information 

seeking was suggested by Schramm (1949) : 
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, . .proximity as a news value • • • is not to be interpreted 
as mere physical proximity. For example, a fight in an 
American city may be physically nearer than a battle in 
the South Pacific, but if a mother has a son in the battle 
then how much more easily can she identify herself with 
the distant battle than with the nearer fight I 
Undoubtedly the best measure of psychological distance would take 
into account a person’s history of encounters with the object. Such 
data could be collected only in a case study, and perhaps case studies 
should be attempted. In the present large-sample study, a simple measure 
of psychological distance was derived from the response that a member 
of the immediate family had or had not attended Syracuse. Allowing for 
deviation error, it may be inferred that respondents feel psychologi- 
cally closer to Syracuse if one or more immediate family members have 
attended Syracuse than if none has attended. Of course there are other 
ways to achieve psychological closeness, and the ‘'immediate" family 
member may be quite distant from the respondent in communication and 
affect. In other words, the assumed relationship between psychological 
distance and this response may fail both ways. Yet in the normative 
case this measure has face validity. "Someone [formerly] at Syracuse" 
is this study’s analogue to Schramm's "someone in the South Pacific," 



Data Collection 



During Orientation Week in 1962, incoming Syracuse freshmen completed 
a questionnaire described correctly as '‘part of a larger study to provide 
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information about how young people make decisions to go to college'* (the 
questionnaire was also administered at Syracuse in 196o, 1964, and 1965, 
and at Baylor University in 1965). All responses were structured. Data 
from the 1,967 questionnaires were transferred to cards for machine 
analysis . 

Analysis 

Strategy of analysis . A cluster of responses concerning major 
information sources, most helpful single source, and recall of information 
in the media are designated '‘information responses 55 . The strategy of 
the analysis is to account for variance in these responses as a function 
of physical distance, psychological distance, personal attributes, and 
situational factors. 

As is true of most questionnaire-based studies of this kind, the 
data are embarrassingly rich: far more information was obtained than 

can be interpreted in any primary analysis. In order to make the most 
of this richness, a multivariate analysis model was adopted at the 
outset. That is, instead of proceeding from univariate to bivariate to 
higher-order analyses, as we typically do in survey analysis, it was 
decided to compute all measures of association between variables as a 
first step. Besides providing an “all-at~once“ view of patterns of 
variation in the data, this correlation matrix served as input to two 
multivariate procedures: (1) a factor analysis that identified clusters 

of variables combinable into indices, reducing the complexity of the 
analysis, (2) a series of multiple regressions, taking each information 

the criterion, that identified significant 



response successively as 




predictors. Then bivariate and higher-order tables ware ger traced for 
a closer inspection of patterns of association among significant predic- 



tors and the cluster of information responses. 

A useful terminology of analysis strategies has been suggested by 
Celvin and Stuart (1966) : “snooping" through the data to test all of a 

predesignaced set of hypotheses, "fishing 1, through the data to nominate 
certain variables for inclusion in an explanatory model, and hunting 
through the data to determine what correlates with what. In those terms 
the present study mostly involves fishing. In replication, with a more 
recent collection of similar data, hypotheses derived from the fishing 

analysis could be snooped through. 

Selection and dichotomization of variables . Counting the measures 
of distance, information responses, personal attributes, and situational 
factors, 35 variables were included in the analysis, as listed in 
Appendix I. 

It was decided that the statistic phi/ phi -max (i.e., the ratio of an 
obtained phi coefficient to the maximum phi coefficient possible for a 
given fourfold table) had fewer faults than alternative statistics. To 
prepare the data for phi /phi -max computation, it was necessary to 
dichotomize each non-dichotomous variable. Many variables in the set 
had ordered responses (e.g*> the first four in Appendix I) j these were 
dichotomized as close to the response median as possible. Variables 
with qualitatively different responses (e.g., number 30 in Appendix I) 
were dichotomized according to a distinction in the underlying construct 
that the variable was assumed to reflect, such as interpersonal vs. 



Details of the dichotomization are 



impersonal information sources, 
presented in Appendix I. 

Stratification by physical distance . With minor omissions, the initial 
data represented a census of Syracuse freshmen, /is might be expected, 
the proportion of New York State residents greatly exceeded the propor~ 
tion of border state residents, and little more than 10 per cent of the 
1,367 respondents came from distant states. Many of the New York Stat-e 
and border state freshmen may be regarded as surplus cases in terms of 
a reasonably sensitive analysis, and these two subsainplcs were therefore 
reduced by random deletion to ^-OO cases each, /ill but a j.ew of the dio- 
tant state respondents were retained; these few were eliminated by random 
deletion to yield a sample of 200 cases. The fact that the obtained 
s am ples are disproportionate does not afreet the analysis, since physical 
distance is retained as a stratifying variable throughout. 

Appendix I reports percentages for each dichotomized variable within 
the three regions. Declining percentages from New York State to border 
states to distant states show that several variables are correlated with 
physical distance. Among them is variable 1, the operational definition 
of psychological distance. 

Factor analysis . Table 1 briefly summarizes the variables for which 
three regional factor solutions were computed. Despite the low level or 

[Table 1 about here] 

correlation that dichotomies usually yield, each correlation matrix 
proved to be quite factorable. The factor solutions extracted 4 o, 4o, 
and 51 per cent of the total variance in the three regions, respectively. 
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Table 2 represents patterns of variable clustering, indicated by 
loadings on the first ten factors after rotation to simple structure. 

[Table 2 about here] 

These clusters appeared with sufficient clarity in two or more regions to 

suggest that indices could be computed from them: 

(1) A "richness of interpersonal information sources' 5 cluster, 
combining variables 2, 3, and perhaps 4. 

(2) A "parents attended college"' cluster, combining variables 
5 and 6. 

(3) A :! go/no-go certainty" cluster, combining variables 7, 3, 

9, and 10. 

(4) A" financial certainty" cluster, combining variables 11 
and 22. 

(5) A "which- co liege certainty" cluster, combining variables 
16 and 17. 

(6) A "family preference and attitude" cluster, combining 
variables 10, 19, 20, and 21. 

Regression analysis . Before indices were computed, however, the 

predictability of each information response was assessed in a series of 

multiple linear regressions based on the individual dichotomised 

nredictors . Because of machine limitations it was impossible to include 
* 

the phi -ma:: correction in these analyses; the generally low multiple 
correlations reported in Table 3 reflect the low uncorrected Phi’s that 
served as input (phi coefficients are artifactually depressed to the 
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[Table 3 about here] 



extent that marginal percentages are disproportionate; the £hi-max 
correction tnlces account Oi this) • 

Table 3 identifies variables that emerge as strong predictors of mo_e 
than one information response or of the same information response m more 
than one region. For instance, variable 3 (adult acquaintances attended 
Syracuse) appears seven tines. Variable 25 (sex) appears five times, 
chiefly predicting recall of information in media. The psychological 
distance variable, 1 (family member attended Syracuse), appears four 
times. Host variables from other clusters do not appear at all. 

A nullification concerning t he factor analysis and regression,, analys_„ 
There is no prior evidence that any bivariate relationship in these 
analyses should be linear or even monotonic. A linear model may obscure 
significant relationships that happen to be curvilinear. In general, 
however , a significant curvilinear relationship will have a sizaole 
linear component that draws attention to it in a linear analysis. 

Therefore it is not sufficient merely to skim the cream in these analyses, 
concentrating on the clearest clusters and the strongest predictors. It 
is necessary to inspect bivariate tabulations of information responses 
against original (undichotomized) variables down to about the nfth 
strongest predictor of each response, to check the linearity assumption. 
This was done, and no clearly curvilinear relationship was detected. 

Relationships among information respon ses. The factor analysis 
(Table 2) did not show clustering among the major source responses 
(variables 26, 27, and 2G) , although there are diffuse, multi-factor 
clusters linking the major source responses and the single most helpful 
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source response 
of co-response 



Table 4 elaborates these patterns and shews no pattern 
strong enough to justify reducing all information responses 



[Table 4 about here] 



to a single response-disposition, desirable though this might be in 

interpreting the set of responses. 

Table 4 does show, not surprisingly, that a respondent is likely to 
name as the single most helpful source a source already mentioned by him 
as major. Otherwise percentages of joint response are close to chance 

levels . 



Information response by physic al and psychological distance. Table - 
is the most basic table of the substantive analysis for which the above 
analyses were preparatory. It shows clearly that both physical and 
psychological distance are systematically related to information source 



[Table 5 about here] 



preference 



and other information responses, itaong the major trends: 

(1) Psychological distance accounts for a far greater percen- 
tage difference among major source responses than does 
physical distance. Physical distance is systematically 
related only to the response that interviews and discus- 
sions with high school and college personnel were a major 
source of information, and then only among the psychologi 
Q^lly close respondents to whom such interviews une dis- 
cussions would be less important. In all thiee regions, 



psychological closeness 



is associated with more mention 
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of conversations and less mention of interviews, 
discussions, and impersonal sources. 

(2) Physical distance is not related to the most helpful 
source response at all, whereas psychological distance 
bears the same relationship to the most helpful source 
response as it does to major source responses. 

(3) Recall o£ information in the media is related to both 
measures of distance, although in no simple fashion. 

Recall is highest when the respondent is both physically 
and psychologically near. There is no evidence that the 
media are acting as substitutes for psychological closeness 

except in the most distant region. 

(4) Irrespective of physical distance, a psychologically 

close respondent is most likely to name only interpersonal 
sources as major, while a psychologically distant respondent 
is lilcely to name both interpersonal and impersonal souri 

. 1 
as major. 

Information response b^ hysir.al distance, j rawhological dist ance, 
a "richness of -mternersonal information sources^. The highest level 
: che "conversations' major source response was 66 per cent, among 
ispondents who were both physically and psychologically near. When 
.chnes s of the interpersonal information r esource is conti oiled, 

, Table 6, oven higher percentages of "well-situated" respondents cite 
ravers ations as a major source and even lower percentages of "poorly 
l.tuated" respondents cite it. 
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[Table 5 about here] 



A "well- situated" respondent is one who is psychologically close and 
who knows both friends and adults (outside the family) who attended 
Syracuse, In this situation from 73 to 7S per cent cite conversations 
as a major source (physical distance makes almost no difference) . A 
SI poorly situated' 1 respondent is psychologically distant and knows no 
friends or adults who attended Syracuse, Only from 27 to 32 per cent or 
these respondents cite conversations as a major source, and again physical 

distance does not appear to be a factor. 

The sane pattern holds in the most helpful source response, except 
that "poorly situated" respondents who are physically close do often 
cite conversations as most helpful, although they do so far less orten 
than "well- situated" respondents who are also physically close. It may 
be that, given proximity to the information object, even people with no 
formal association with the information object will engage in conversations 
about it, and the "poorly situated" respondent finds these conversations 

helpful. 

The effect of "richness of interpersonal information sources** on 
increasing the perceived value of conversations is even more apparent in 
Table 6 among those who are psychologically distant than among those who 
are psychologically close. It is clear that, whan an interpersonal 
"pipeline" to the information object was open either inside or outside 
the family, respondents were quick to acknowledge its value* 

Information response by physical. distanc e , psychological distance, and 
respondent’s sex . There is a popular impression that women are more 
voluble than men. We note that the Bureau of Applied Social Research 
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was careful to study personal Influence among women, not men, in Decatur 
(Katz and Lazarsfeld, 1955). Shilling, Bernard, and Tyson (1964) report 
that women scientists rely more on conversations for information than do 
men scientists of the same age (age is a confounding variable). These 
considerations justify an' analysis that takes into account the respond- 
ent's sex, as presented in Table 7. 

[Table 7 about here] 

' The pattern is unexpected and interesting. Uhile female respondents 
are generally more likely than male respondents to cite conversations as 
a major source, somewhat the reverse is true of interviews and discussions, 
which also involve talking. Psychological distance but not physical 
distance affects these percentage differences in the usual way: always 

more conversations among the psychologically close; always more interviews 
and discussions among the psychologically c.?-suant, -rrespevti 

Citation of impersonal sources as major is affected as usual by psycholog- 

c . -I.,, t-i-ericls hold for the most helpful 
leal distance but not uy sex. Similar t^ei.a. noia 

source response. 

The intrafamilial/ extrafanilial sex difference in talking about college 
is difficult to interpret. Two potential artifacts may be dismissed: 
there is no significant correlation between sex and 'tamily attended 
Syracuse" or between sex and "friends and adults attended Syracuse". It 
may be, given persisting role differences in our society, that male 
respondents desired expert extrefamilial advice on college in relation .o 
career plans whili female respondents were satisfied with mt^af unilial 
advice related to their own, more varied, purposes in attending college. 
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Information response and other factors . Taken singly or in clusters, 
other predictors prove not to be as systematically related to information 
response as the four introduced above. The three uncertainty indices, 
for instance, do not predict either the number of sources cited as major 
qj. the specific sources cited as major and most helpful. The fact that 
one or both parents did or did not attend college is uncorrelated with 
information response, except when Syracuse happens to be the college 
attended (therefore the psychological distance measure is not merely a 
locator of college homes). The "family preference and attitude cluster 

is uncorrelated with information response. 

The minor trends that do appear are interpretable, at least post hoc. 

Two examples will suffice: 

(1) In five of the six combinations of physical and psychologi- 
cal distance, respondents with consistent family preferences 
(variable 35) were more likely than other respondents to 
report interviews and discussions with college and high 
school personnel as a major source. This finding invites 
the post hoc interpretation that the "consistent" respond'’ 
ent sought outs5.de the family for discussion of alternatives 
to Syracuse. The exceptional case is that of psycholog_Cr:l 
closeness and greatest physical distance, the case in which 
there was at least one intrafamilial "Syracuse expert and 
feuer ex t r a f ami 1 5. al sources who could compare Syracuse with 
other colleges. 

(2) In five of the six combinations of physical and psychologi- 
cal distance, respondents for whom college was "absolutely 



essential" uere more likely than other respondents to cite 
conversations as the most helpful source of information. 
This finding suggests that, when college is perceived as 
"absolutely essential", there is more likely to be family 
involvement in the communication-decision process. When 
college attendance is perceived as a more minor issue, then 
the relative lack of family involvement may send the 
respondent in search of impersonal and extrafamilial inter- 
personal sources, one of which he later regards a*j mo^t 
helpful. The exception to this finding occurs when the 
respondent is physically close (hence many extrafamilial 
sources available) and psychologically distant (hence no 
"Syracuse expert" in the family). 

Discussion . This study isolated four factors that seem to predict 
source preferences: physical distance, psychological distance, sex, and 

"richness of the interpersonal information resource' 1 . Two factors, 
physical distance and sex, are conceptually distinct, but the measures of 
psychological distance and "interpersonal information resource richness 
are so similar that they should probably be considered instances of the 
same construct. That is, the fact that a friend or adult acquaintance 
has attended Syracuse may be expected to decrease psychological distance 
in the same way, if not to the same extent, as the fact that a family 
member has attended. 

One of the shortcomings of this study is its confounding of psycho- 
logical distance and the availability of information from interpersonal 
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sources. If a respondent is psychologically close, then he is very likely 
to have an "expert" interpersonal source at hand. Having such a source, 
he nay be less inclined to consult other sources. It might be more 
reasonable to attribute his preference for conversations to the availa- 
bility of the source, not to psychological distance. 

In natural situations psychological distance and interpersonal 
source availability are highly correlated. In Schramm's (1949) example, 
the mother probably has heard at least some news from her son in the 
south Pacific. Unless her questions are urgent, she can address them to 

him in a letter. 

Psychological distance *11 have an ambiguous status as a predictor 
of information source preference until a design is worked out that will 
allow it and interpersonal information source availability to vary 

independently . 
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APPENDIX I 



Variables Used in the Analysis 



Analysis Number: 1 

Questionnaire Number: 19 

Question: Of those who attended college, how many members of your immediate 

family attended Syracuse? 

Use in analysis: considered to reflect psychological distance of the information 

object from the information seeker; also indicates whether expert interpersona 
information sources are present in family. 

Dichotomized between 0 and 1 or more members, + assigned to the latter. 

+%: New York, 42.5 Border Stales, 27.0 Distant States, 25.5 



Analysis Number: 2 

Questionnaire Number: 20 

Question: Of those who attended college (or are now in attendance) , how many 

friends of your own age (from high school and your home torn) attended Syracuse 

or are now in attendance here? 

Use in analysis: psychological distance, availability of interpersonal informa 

tion sources. 

Dichotomized between "one or two" and "a few" or more friends, + assigned to 
the latter. 

+%: New York, 73.8 Border States, 42.2 Distant States, 3o,0 



Analysis Number: 3 

Questionnaire Number: 21 

Question: Of those who attended college, how many of your adult acquaintances 

(high school teachers and advisors, business friends, neighbors, etc.) 
attended Syracuse? 

Use in analysis: psychological distance, availability of interpersonal informa 

tion sources. 

Dichotomized between M one or two" and "a few” or more adult acquaintances, + 
assigned to the latter. 

^ New York, 50.5 Border States, 29.5 Distant States, z5.0 
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Analysis Number: 4 

Questionnaire Number: 7 

Question: What proportion of your graduating class would you say is going on 

to college? 

Use in analysis: an aspect of the "taken- for-grantedness” of college plans. 

Dichotomized at 75 per cent of graduating class, + assigned to >75. 

+%: New York, 40.0 Border States, 36.8 Distant States, 54.0 



Analysis Number: 5 

Ques tionnair e Number : 12 

Question: Which of the following is true of your father? [he did not attend 

college/he attended Syracuse University ... / etc.J 

Use in analysis: another aspect of the "taken- for-grantedness" of college plans. 

Dichotomized between some college attendance and no college attendance by father. 
+ assigned to the former. 

+%: New York, 58.8 Border States, 68.2 Distant States, 70.0 



Analysis Number: 6 

Questionnaire Number: 13 

Question: Which of the following is true of your mother? [she did not attend 

college/she attended Syracuse University ... /etc.J 

Use in analysis: same as 5. 

Dichotomized between some college attendance and no college attendance by mother 
+ assigned to the former. 

+%: New York, 45.8 Border States, 46.2 Distant States, 50.5 



Analysis Number: 7 

Questionnaire Number: 14 

Question: As you remember, when did you start thinking about going to college, 

[before high school/during freshman or sophomore years/etc. J 



Use in analysis: reflects period of time during which information^ 

sought deliberately; also another aspect of "taken- for-grantedness 



may have been 
in recent time. 



Dichotomized between "before high school" and later periods, + assigned to 



former . 



+%: New York, 56.5 Border States, 59.2 Distant States, 62.5 
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Analysis Number: 8 

Questionnaire Number: 15 

Question: Which of the following best summarizes your feelings about college 

when you were in high school? [I always wanted to attend college, I had n 
doubts about it/ I wanted to attend college, but 1 wasn t sure my grades would 

be high enough/etc. ] 

Use in analysis: elements of uncertainty about continuing on to college, 

dichotomized between "no doubts” and all other responses , + assigned to the 
former . 

+%: New York, 75.8 Border States, 77.2 Distant States, 83.0 



Analysis Number: 9 

Questionnaire Number: 10 

Question: What was your academic average in high school? 

Use in analysis: another aspect of uncertainty about continuing on to college. 

Dichotomized between "high B" (and above) and "low B" (and below), + assigned 
to the former. 

+%: New York, 54.0 Border States, 48.8 Distant States, 54.0 



Analysis Number: 10 
Questionnaire Number: 11 

to some "tough” colleges, but not necessarily all/etc. J 

Use in analysis: subjectively perceived certainty of admission to broad or 

narrow range of colleges about which information might be sought. 

Dichotomized between "tough" colleges (and above) and ^eges^with moderately 
high admissions standards (and belov?) , + assigned 

+%: New York, 34.0 Border States, 35.0 Distant States, 37.5 



Analysis Number: 11 
Questionnaire Number: 41 

Question: Which of these statements best describes the financial ‘“tances 

of your family? [they cannot afford to contribute aL all to your colleg. 

etc. ] 
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11 (Cont.) 

Use in analysis: aspect of uncertainty about continuing on to college. 

Dichotomized below capacity of support at any "average" college, + assigned to 
higher. 

+% : New York, 55,8 Border States, 67.5 Distant States, 6 j-.5 



Analysis Number: 12 
Questionnaire Number: 17 



Question: Which of these statements best describes the value of colleg 

education in your plans? [college training is absolutely essential m th 
field for which I am preparing / ... /college training is entirely irre eva 

to the field for which I am preparing] 



Use in analysis: importance of the decision for which information is being 

gathered. 



Dichotomized between "absolutely essential" and "very desirable 
+ assigned to the former. 



(and below) , 



*1%: New York, 68.0 Border States, 65.0 



Distant States, 63.5 



Analysis Number: 13 
Questionnaire Number: 33 



Question: Please consider this statement: "In general, j-he cost of a college 

education today exceeds the benefit derives.” Do you... [decidedly agre / 
tend to agree/tend to disagree/decidedly disagree/not sure, undecided J 



Use in analysis: importance of the decision. 

Dichotomized with "decidedly disagree" against all other responses, + assigned 
to "decidedly disagree". 

-K&: New York, 48.1 Border States, 40.8 Distant States, 48.5 



Analysis Number: 14 
Questionnaire Number: 34 



Question: Please consider this statement, 

essential if one is to live life at its best, 
categories as 13] 



A college education is almost 
" Do you... [same response 



APPENDIX 1/5 



I 4 (cont::) 

Use in analysis: importance of the decision. 

Dichotomized with "decidedly agree" against all other responses, + assigned 
to ’'decidedly agree”. 

+%: New York, 41.5 Border States, 35.5 Distant States, 50.5 



Analysis Number: 15 
Questionnaire Number: 35 



Question: Please consider this statement: "A college education may be a good 

thing, but when it comes to getting ahead in the world, it is not^hat you 

knov? but whom you kno v* <■ 



Do you. . < [same response categories as 13] 



Use in analysis: importance of the decision. 

Dichotomized with "tend to disagree” and "decidedly disagree" against all 
other responses, + assigned to the former categories. 



+%: New York, 69.0 Border States, 66.2 



Distant States, 71.0 



Analysis Number: 16 
Questionnaire Number: 23 

Question: To how many colleges did you apply? 

Use in analysis: uncertainty in the which-college decision. 

Dichotomized between 3 or fewer and 4 or more, + assigned to tae latter 
+%: New York, 36*0 Border States, 54.5 Distant States, 49.0 

Analysis Number: 17 
Questionnaire Number: 24 

Question: How many colleges accepted your application? 

Use in analysis: uncertainty in the which-college decision. 

Dichotomized between 1 or 2 and 3 or more, + assigned to the latter, 

+%: New York, 36.2 Border States, 48.0 



Distant States, 46.5 
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Analysis Number: 18 
Questionnaire Number: 25 

Question: Would you say that Syracuse was your father*s first choice for you, 

second choice, third choice... 

Use in analysis: uncertainty in the which-college decision. 

Dichotomized between first choice and lower choices, + assigned to former. 

-f%: New York, 33.5 Border States, 34.8 Distant States, 35.0 

Analysis Number: 19 
Questionnaire Number: 26 

Question: Would you say that Syracuse was your mother/s first choice for you, 

second choice, third choice... 

Use in analysis: uncertainty in the which- college decision. 

Dichotomized between first choice and lower choices, + assigned to former. 

J r%: New York, 36.2 Border States, 34.2 Distant States, 37.0 

Analysis Number: 20 
Questionnaire Number: 22 

Question: Was Syracuse University your: [first choice/second choice/etc.] 

Use in analysis: uncertainty in the which-college decision, desirability. 

Dichotomized between first choice and lower choices, + assigned to former. 

+%: New York, 54.2 Border States, 56.8 Distant States, 55.5 

Analysis Number: 21 
Questionnaire Number; 32 

Question: Please consider this statement: "Syracuse University can provide 

me with as good an education as any other college I thought about or applied to 
Do you... [decidedly agree/tend to agree/tend to disagree/decidedly disagree/ 
not sure, undecided] 

Use in analysis: attractiveness of the information object. 

Dichotomized between "decidedly agree" and all other responses, + assigned 
to "decidedly agree". 

+%: New York, 51.8 Border States , 56.8 Distant States, 52.0 
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Analysis Number: 22 
Questionnaire Number: 42 

Question: Which of the following levels would most likely include your parents' 

combined annual income, before taxes? 

Use in analysis: family SES. 

Dichotomized at $12,000; + assigned to higher income. 

+%: New York, 44.0 Border States , 53.8 Distant States, 61.5 

Analysis Number: 23 
Questionnaire Number: 44 

Question: Which of the following categories best describes your f ather ' s 

occupation? 

Use in analysis: family SES. 

Dichotomized between "professional- technical" and all others, + assigned to 
"professional- technical" . 

-r %• New York, 34.3 Border States, 43.0 Distant States, 45.0 

Analysis Number: 24 
Questionnaire Number: 1 

Question: Which of the following categories includes your age, as or today? 

Use in analysis: personal attribute. 

Dichotomized between 17 or younger and 18 or older, + assigned to older, 

+%: New York, 57.2 Border States, 66.0 Distant States, 65.5 

Analysis Number: 25 
Questionnaire Number: 2 

Question: Which of the following describes you? [single male/married male/ 

single female/married female] 

Use in analysis: personal attribute. 

Dichotomized between males and females, + assigned to the latter. 

+%: New York, 45.8 Border States, 58.0 Distant States, 56.5 
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Analysis Numbers: 26,27,28 
Questionnaire Number: 27 

Question: Which of the following were among your major sources of information 

about Syracuse? (Pick as many as needed) 

Use in analysis: one of the information-source preferences to be interpreted. 



26+ = "conversations with friends and relatives" 

26+%i New York, 53.0 Border States, 48.0 Distant States, 46.0 



27+ = 
27+%: 



"interviews , discussions with hi-.gh school personnel, college repres 
New York, 46.5 Border States, 43.0 Distant States, 42.5 



entat’vsc" 



28+ =* "college information guides, bulletins; radio, telcvisior, etc 
28r%: New York, 60.0 Border States, 64.2 Distant States, 64.5 



Analysis Number: 29 
Questionnaire Number: 28 

Question: In your opinion, which one of the following was most helpful to 

you in picking Syracuse? [same response categories as paraphrased in 26,2. ,/.8j 

Use in analysis: informat ion- source preference to be interpreted. 

Dichotomized between all interpersonal sources ("conversations, interviews, 
discussions") and all impersonal sources ("college information guides, ra 10 , 
television, newspapers, magazines, etc."), + assigned to the latter. 

+7<>: New York, 32.5 Border States, 37.5 Distant States, 31.5 



Analysis Number: 30 
Questionnaire Numbers: 29,31 

Questions: Which one of the following media proved best in providing you with 

hslnful information about the colleges and universities in which you were 
interested? Which of the following media proved best in providing you with 
helpful information about Syracuse University? 

Use in analysis: information-source preference to be interpreted. 

Dichotomized between any mention of newspapers, radio, television, or magazines 
in response to either question and mention only of books, information guides, etc 
+ assigned to any mention of the mass media. 



+%: New York, 9.0 



Border States, 8,0 



Distant States, 9.5 
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Analysis Number: 31, 32, 33, 34 
Questionnaire Number: 30 

Question: Do you recall reading, hearing, or seeing anything about Syracuse 

University in any of the rollowing? (Check moi.e tnan one if needed.^ 

Use in analysis: recall of information available in impersonal source^* 



31*!-%: 


4 4 

New York, 


50.2 


Border 


States, 


60.0 


Distant 


S tates , 


51.5 


32+ - 
32+%: 


radio 
New York, 


40.0 


Border 


States, 


32.2 


Bio tant 


States , 


31.5 


O OJL — 

» 

33+%: 


television 
Nev7 York, 


47.2 


Border 


States , 


41.0 


Distant 


States , 


36.5 


34+ = 
34+%: 


magazines 
New York, 


41.5 


Border 


States , 


42.2 


Distant 


States , 


40.0 



» r 



Analysis Number: 3' 

Questionnaire Numbers: 22,25.26 

Questions: Syracuse University V7as student's, father's, mother’s first, choice, 

second choice, etc. (see 10,19,20 above' . 

Use in analysis: index of choice consistency within the family. 

Dichotomized between complete consistency and any inconsistency, * assigned to 
former . 

VA: New York, 33.5 Border States, 29.0 Distant States, 32.5 
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Brief Description of Variables Usea m Analysis (Question Texts, 
Paraphrased Response Categories , Discussion of Analytic Use, 
and Marginal Percentages in appendix I) • 



i 

Positive Score in Dichotomized Version Indicates: 

One or more m em bers of immediate family attended Syracuse 
At least ,! a few ,: home- town friends of own age attend(ed) Syracuse 
At least !: a feu” home- town adult acquaintances attended Syracuse 
75% or more of high-school class is going on to college 
Father attended college (with or without talcing degree) 

Mother attended college (with or without talcing eegree/ 

Respondent began thinking about college attendance before high school 
Respondent always wanted to attend college, had no doubts aboui. it 
High school academic average “high B” or above 

On the basis of grades alone, respondent feels he could gain admission 
to “tough** colleges 

Respondent believes family is able to support him at least at any 
:: average t: college 

Respondent believes college “absolutely essential 1- in his plans 

Respondent decidedly disagrees that college cost exceeds benefit 

Respondent believes college is “almost essential if one is to live 
life at its best* 1 

Respondent does not agree that “whom you know** is more important than 
“what you know" in “getting ahead in the world’ * 

Applied to 4 or more colleges 

Accepted by 3 or more colleges 

Syracuse was father’s first choice for respondent 
Syracuse was mother’s first choice ror respondent 
Syracuse was respondent’s first choice 

Respondent decidedly agrees that “Syracuse University can provide me 
with as good, an education as any otner college X thought about 



(Continued) 



Table 1 (Continued) . 



"if 



Positive Score in Dichotomised Version Indicates: 



22 Family income $12,000 or higher 

92 Father’s occupation is professional or technical 

24 respondent is 10 or older 

25 Respondent is female 

93 Respondent believes that -conversations with friends and relatives 

were a major source of information about Syracuse 

97 Respondent believes that ‘interviews, discussions with high school 

personnel and college representatives ’ were major source o. ir.iorm.t-on 

23 Respondent believes that "college information guides, bulletins; 
radio, television, etc." were major source of information 

2 g Respondent names an impersonal (vs. interpersonal) source as most 

helpful to him in picking Syracuse 

SO Respondent names any mass medium (vs. books and college catalogs) 

as best in providing him with helpful mrornation eitner .Lout 
Syracuse or about the colleges and universities in which he was 

interested 



31 


Respondent recalls 


seeing : 


32 


Respondent recalls 


hearing 


33 


Respondent recalls 
on television 


seeing 


34 


Respondent recalls 


seeing 


35 


Derived variable: complet 

mother regarding Syracuse 



Table 2. Factor Analyses of the First 30 Variables Summarized in Table 1. 

Separate Solutions Computed for Subsamples from New York State, 
Border States, and Distant States. Principal Axis Solutions, 
Rotated to Varimax Criterion.* 
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*Input correlations are phi/phi-max computed from dichotomized data. 
Loadings are abbreviated to tenths without decimals: 2 equals a loading 

in the range from .20 to .29. Signs ignored. Loadings <.20 omitted. 
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fable 5. 



Information Responses by Physical and Psychological Distance 



Physical Distance: 
Psychological Distance: 


HEM 

Near 


YORK 

Far 


BORDER 

Near 


STATES 

Far 


DISTANT 

Near 


STATES 

Far 


Per Cent Citing Source 
as Major: 














Conversations with 
friends, relatives 


65 


43 


59 


44 


59 


42 


In t erv i ews , discussi ons 








45 


29 


/. 7 


with h.s., college 


41 


51 


30 


u. / 


College information 
guides, media, etc. 


52 


66 


IZO 


60 


57 


67 


Per Cent Citing Source 
as Most Helpful: 














Conversations with 
friends, relatives 


51 


23 


31 


26 


43 


23 


Interviews, discussions 
with h.s., college 


21 


40 


34 


34 


24 


39 


College infornation 
guides, media, etc. 


r\ 


35 


32 


40 


24 


34 


Per Cent recalling 
Information in (on) : 














Newspaper 


65 


57 


59 


60 


51 


52 


Radio 


45 


36 


39 


30 


31 


32 


Television 


54 


43 


35 


43 


33 


o n 
JO 


Magazine 


44 


40 


44 


42 


37 


41 


Interpersonal/Impersonal 














Major Source Index**: 














Interpersonal only 


4G 


34 


47 


32 


43 


32 


Impersonal only 


16 


28 


26 


32 


25 


30 


Both 


^ r 


37 


27 


37 


31 


o r> 


Number of Cases: 


170 


230 


100 


292 


51 


149 



'‘rSyClluIU^lLai. J - 

member of the immediate family attended Syracuse. t 

**liultiplc. responses were permitted in the major source question. Ineex 
distinguishes among respondents who mentioned only interpersonal sources, 
only impersonal sources, or both. 



o 



Table 6. Conversations as llajor and Host Helpful Source and Interpersonal/ 

Impersonal llajor Source Index by Physical and Psychological Distance 
and by Index of Friends and Adult Acquaintances Attending Syracuse*. 



Physical Distance: 


NEW YORK 


BORDER 


STATES 


DISTANT 


STATES 


Psychological Distance: 


Near 


Far 


Near 


Far 


Near 


Far 


Per Cent 
Responding: 














Conversations with 
friends, relatives 
were major source 














F-A Index: 0 


50 


27 


50 


27 


55 


32 


1 


59 


44 


60 


57 


56 


56 


2 


73 


52 


79 


60 


73 


47 


Conversations with 
friends, relatives 
were most helpful 














F-A Index: 0 


35 


39 


30 


14 


32 


16 


1 


44 


19 


o n 


32 


50 


35 


2 


50 


25 


32 


44 


55 


26 


Int erpers onal /Imper s onal 
l-iajor Source Index: 














Interpersonal only 














F-A Index: 0 


35 


35 


43 


21 


41 


22 


1 


43 


35 


51 


37 


33 


45 


2 


54 


32 


47 


49 


64 


42 


Impersonal only 














F-A. Index: 0 


30 


33 


34 


44 


32 


37 


1 


20 


32 


22 


25 


28 


23 


2 


11 


21 


15 


11 


9 


16 


Both 














F-A Index: 0 


35 


33 


23 


35 


27 


40 


1 


r» 

JU 


33 


27 


30 


39 


31 


2 


35 


47 


37 


40 


27 


42 


Number of Cases: 














F-A Index: 0 


20 


49 


44 


133 


22 


02 


1 


61 


104 


45 


114 


10 


48 


2 


09 


77 


19 


45 


11 


19 



*The interpersonal/impersonal major source index distinguishes among respondents 
X7ho mentioned only one or more interpersonal sources, one or more impersonal 
sources, or both. 



Psychological distance is operationally defined as variable 1, whether any 
member of the immediate family attended Syracuse. 

The friends-adults index equals 0 if neither friends nor adult acquaintances 
attended Syracuse, 1 if either attended, 2 if both attended. 



Table 7. Uajor and Host Helpful Information Sources and Interpersonal/Impersonal 
liajor Source Index by Physical and Psychological Distance and by Sex-. 



Physical Dista 


nee: 


NEU YORK 


BORDER 


STATES 


DISTANT 


STATES 


Psychological Distance: 


Near 


Far 


Near 


Far 


Near 


Far 


Per Cent Citing Source 
as liajor: 
















Conversations with 
friends, relatives 


K 

F 


50 

74 


35 

52 


51 

56 


31 

53 


48 

69 


45 

39 


Interviews , 
discussions 


li 

F 


39 

42 


52 

50 


o O 
JO 

30 


45 

45 


36 

23 


55 

41 


Information guides, 
media, etc. 


H 

V 


51 

54 


66 

66 


51 

54 


69 

60 


60 

54 


63 

70 


Per Cent Citing Source 
as Host Helpful: 
















Conversations with 
friends, relatives 


K 

F 


46 

56 


18 

29 


34 

30 


10 

31 


36 

50 


21 

25 


Interviews , 
discussions 


H 

F 


25 

17 


43 

35 


30 

36 


40 

29 


40 

n 

o 


42 

a r 

JO 


Information guides, 
media, etc. 


H 

F 


29 

27 


37 

33 


30 

o ^ 
Jo 


40 

39 


16 

31 


1 

ji 

37 


Inter per s onal / Imp er s onal 














liajor Source Index: 
















In t er p er sonal 
only 


H 

F 


49 

46 


34 

34 


49 

46 


31 

32 


40 

46 


37 

29 


Impersonal 

only 


M 

F 


21 

12 


34 

21 


32 

21 


40 

26 


32 

19 


24 

33 


Both 


H 

F 


30 

42 


31 

45 


19 

33 


29 

43 


20 

35 


39 

37 


Humber of Cases • 


K 

F 


92 

70 


125 

105 


47 

61 


121 

171 


25 

26 


62 

07 



77 7777 r .-.; nr qource index distinguishes among respondent 

«h e o mcntione^only^ri^or^orc 'interpersonal sources , one or more impersonal 
sources, or both. 

Psychological distance is operationally defined as variable 1. whether any 
member of the immediate family attended Syracuse. 



